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On Dec. 24, 1991, the undersigned filed comments in support

of the Petition for Rule Making of the American Radio Relay

League, Inc. (the League) in the above-captioned proceeding.

Below we submit our reply comments, which are timely under a 15-

day extension granted by the Co..ission.

1) Using very similar language, many commenters urged

voluntary local frequency coordination instead of federal regula-

tion to provide for a non-repeater or weak signal subband on the

1.25 meter band. The experience in Southern California makes it

clear that voluntary band planning will not work in the long run.

Not only has the 220 Spectrum Management Association (SMA,

the repeater coordinating body in Southern California) declined

to provide a reasonable subband for weak signal use, but now the

10 KHZ segment where SMA does permit weak signal activity has a

repeater output right in the middle of it! This repeater trans-

mits on 222.005 MHz. Since its bandwidth is at least 10 KHZ,

the entire weak signal segment (222.0-222.010) is unavailable.
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SMA has indicated that this repeater is not coordinated.

But in fact, it is there. The appearance of an uncoordinated

repeater in the tiny weak signal subband recognized by SMA shows

why voluntary band planning will not work: even if SMA should

set aside a rea.onable band .eg.ent for weak signal operation

(which seems unlikely), there is no guarantee that it would not

be taken over by uncoordinated repeaters. In fact, although the

'--./ 1991-92 ARBL Repeater Directory lists more than 900 coordinated

repeaters in Southern california, uncoordinated repeaters are

springing up wherever they are not specifically prohibited by the

commission's rules. Only a mandatory non-repeater subband will

preserve even a small segment of 1.25 meters for other uses.

2) Virtually all of the co••ents opposing the League's

Petition came from Southern California repeater operators, and

these comments reveal another reason why voluntary sharing of the

1.25 meter band cannot succeed: many repeater owners seem to

think they 2¥D the frequencies their repeaters use! For example,

Alan Sanders said:

Say a small number of ho••le.s people are living in a
park adjacent to your ho... Your local city council
decides that they should vacate the park, and have a
home, so you are .sked to vacate your hO", to provide
the homel.s. few a place to stay. You certainly would
not vacate your ho.e for this reason. Therefore, it is
preposterous to ask these seventeen repeaters to go off
the air, so someone can occasionally bounce signals off
the moon.~/

1/ "Petition Against RUle Making" (sic) of Alan Sanders, pg.3.
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Granted, weak signal operators may presently be "homeless"

on the 1.25 meter band due to the co..ission's action in Docket

87-14 (Which reallocated the 220-222 MHz band, includinq the 220-

220.5 MHz weak siqnal subband, without creatinq a new weak signal

subband above 222 MHz). But repeater owners are most certainly

not analoqous to private homeowners who are beinq asked to give

their homes to the homeless: they may own their equipment, but

not the frequencies they use. A more accurate analoqy would be

to compare repeater owners to a qroup of campers who have taken

over an entire pUblic park and are refusinq to let anyone else

use the park. What is needed is a park ranqer--in this case the

Commission--to tell them they must share the public park with

others.

3) Many of the ca.aenters who oppose the Leaque's position

claimed--seemingly in boiler plate language--that a "survey"

showed little interest in non-repeater modes in Southern Califor-

nia. For example, commenter Sandra Mae Heyn said:

A survey of all members of the 1.25 Meter co..unity in
Southern California were ask (sic) where their operat­
inq interests were and less than l' indicate weak
siqnal, SSB, and other experimental operations.~/

In fact, none of the undersigned was invited to participate

in such a "survey," even thouqh all of us are most assuredly

"members of the 1.25 Meter co..unity in Southern California."
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Apparently only a.~ers of SMA (which is, after all, an FM

repeater coordinating body) were invited to Participate in this

survey. If a similar survey were taken at the annual west Coast

VHF Conference--which attracts persons interested in weak signal

and other experimental aodes rather than FM repeaters--the result

would be just the opposite. This alleged survey did NOT poll

"all members of the 1.25 meter co..unity:" its conclusions are

highly suspect.

4) Several co••enters accused the League of bowing to

pressure from "special interest groups" in deciding to file the

Petition for Rule Making in this proceeding, but without substan-

tiating that claim in any way. However, the minutes of the JUly,

1991, meeting of the League's Board of Directors indicate that

the Board voted by an overwhelming 13-1 margin, with one absten­

tion, to file this petition.!/ That kind of near unanimity can

hardly be dismissed as the result of undefined pressure from

special interest groups. It is .ore likely to reflect a broad

consensus among radio amateurs--with the exception of some South-

ern California 1.25 meter repeater operators--that there should

be a non-repeater subband in the 1.25 .eter band, and that it

should be protected in the Co.-i.sion's rules.

5) One co..enter, RaYmOnd Hughes, who indicated that he is

an officer of a local Red Cross chapter, claimed that setting

37 See Minute 67, Minutes of the 1991 Second Meeting of the
Board of Directors, The American Radio Relay League, Inc., in
g§%, September, 1991, pg. 57-59.



aside five per cent of a 3 MHz-wide a.ateur band will adversely

affect emergency co..unications. But another pro-repeater com­

menter, Richard A. Rudman, acknowledged that "the 2 meter band in

our region (Southern California) carries the bulk of the emergen­

cy traffic load." Rudman said that 1.25 meters "serves as an

important safety net should interference occur, or 2 meter facil­

ities fail."

In fact, Commission action to set aside five per cent of the

1.25 meter band for non-repeater use could hardly have a signifi­

cant impact on emergency communications because of the enormous

number of repeaters operating in the other 95 per cent of the

band--and on other VHF-UHF bands. According to the 1991-92 ABBL

Repeater Directory, there are now 173 coordinated repeaters on

the 1.25 meter band in Southern California, including 71 in Los

Angeles County alone. According to the Rlpeater Directory, the

proposed rule would affect 13 (not the 17 claimed by some com­

menters). That would leave 64 repeaters on the 1.25 meter band

in Los Angeles County alone, and 160 in Southern California--even

if none of the 13 that would be displaced could be reaccomaodated

above 222.150 MHz. And as we indicated in our original comments,

many of those repeaters are used only a small percentage of the

ti... with minimal channel sharing, all of the existing repeat­

ers can be reacco..odated. In any case, the remaining 160 re­

peaters will provide a large amount of backup communications

capability durinq emerqencies. And with more than 900 repeaters



on all bands in Southern California, the effect of moving 13 of

them to shared frequencies will be insignificant.

The Commission should note that setting aside five per cent

of the band for non-repeater use will still leave Southern Cali­

fornia with more 1.25 .eter repeaters than any other region of

the country--and with twice as .any as the New York metropolitan

area. But on the other hand, tying up the entire 1. 25 meter band

.~ with FM repeater activity--and leaving no room for experimental

modes--would assure that the amateur community is permanently

locked into the present pattern of using 40 KHz of spectrum for

each two-way contact (a 20 KHz input channel and a 20 KHz output

channel). There would be no place for the development of narrow

bandwidth modes that could allow amateurs to make more efficient

use of the spectrum.

Moreover, there are alternate ways SMA could accommodate the

13 displaced repeaters above 222.150 MHz. For example, Southern
.~

California's 144 MHz repeaters use 15 KHz rather than 20 KHz

channel spacing. Changing to 15 KHz spacing could potentially

create 23 additional repeater channel pairs in the 1.25 meter

band.

6) Some co.menters cited their substantial invest.ent in

repeater equip.ent as an argu.ent against restoring the weak

signal operators' access to the 1.25 .eter band. This ignores

the fact that weak signal operators, like repeater owners, have a



substantial invest.ent in equipaent. Many of us have sophisti­

cated and costly CW/SSB transceivers, alonq with hiqh powered

amplifiers and multi-bay antenna arrays for 1.25 meters.

Some of these co••enters also 8uqqested that they cannot

move their repeaters to other frequencies within the band because

the rePeaters are crystal controlled. That is absurd: a new set

of crystals can be purchased at a nominal cost, and all of the

modern, commercially available 222 MHz repeaters and duplexers
~

are desiqned so that they may be adjusted to operate on any

frequency in the band by chanqinq crystals and retuninq the

units.

7) Several co...nters said that there is qrowinq demand for

rePeater sPectrua in Southern California. That may be true, and

it undoubtedly explains Why so many uncoordinated repeaters are

showinq up: many amateur radio licensees want their very own

repeaters, even thouqh most of Southern California's 173 coordi-

.~. nated repeaters on 1.25 meters are used only a small percentaqe

of the time. But even the owners of little-used repeaters want

exclusive use of their input and output frequencies. The Co.-is­

sion must seriously consider whether it is in the public interest

to allow the proliferation of repeaters to continue until they

occupy the entire band and displace all other users--in other

reqions as well as Southern California.

If rePeater councils are qiven the final say over voluntary

band planninq, there is no question that repeaters will continue



to supplant other users. Several co..enters called weak siqnal

operators a "special interest," but if we represent a special

interest, so do repeater owners. It is not realistic to expect

one special interest to relinquish its own claims to the spectrum

in a voluntary act of maqnanimity toward competing interests.

For at least 50 years, the co..ission has had rules setting

aside a portion of virtually all aaateur bands for activities

that require protection from other wider-bandwidth, stronger­

signal activities. Every band between 2 MHz and 222 MHz has some

spectrum set aside for Morse telegraphy and other narrow band­

width communications. If the rules mandating those subbands were

rescinded and the division of each band between voice and teleg­

raphy operations were made voluntary, voice stations would i..e­

diately move down toward the bottom of the more crowded bands

such as 20 and 40 meters, makinq co..unication with distant, low­

power telegraphy stations difficult at best. For much the same

reason, the Commission has also established non-repeater subbands

on the 50, 144 and 432 MHz bands--and the old 220-225 MHz band.

In fact, the co..ission has established telegraphy-only subbands

at 50 and 144 MHz. Although such a subband was not proposed at

222 MHz by the League in this proceeding, a good case could be

made for a small telegraphy-only subband for moonbounce and other

serious weak signal co..unications at 222 MHz.

Without commission action, in time there will be no part of
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ClBTIl"ICATI OF SpyICE

I, Jame. Steffen, certify that on this ~~ th day of Janu-

ary, 1992, I caused copies of the foregoing "Reply C~ents of

Southern California 220 MHz Weak-Signal operators" to be mailed

first class, postage prepaid, to the following:

Christopher D. I.lay, Eaq.
The ~rican Radio Relay Leaque, Inc.
1920 N Street, N.W.
Suite 150
Washington, D.C. 20036
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